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September 30, 2002

STATE OF IDAHO
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS
ON PROPOSED TIER il AND DRAFT TIER | AIR QUALITY OPERATING PERMITS
FOR THE AMALGAMALGED SUGAR COMPANY, NAMPA, IDAMO

Introduction

As required by IDAPA 58.01.01.404 and 364 of the Rules for the Control of Air Pollution in Idaho (Rules), the Idaho
Department of Environmental Quality (Depariment) provided for public notice and comment, including a public
hearing, on the proposed Tier It and draft Tier | operating permits for The Amalgamated Sugar Company (TASCO)
facility located in Nampa, idaho. Public comment packages, which included the appiication materials, the two
permits, and associated technical memoranda, were made available for public review at the Nampa Public Library
and the Department's State and Regional Offices in Boise. The public comment period was provided from August
12, 2002 through September 12, 2002. A public hearing was heid on September 11, 2002 in the Councit Chambers
of Nampa City Hall. Verbal and/or wriften comments were receaived from members of the local community, the idaho
Conservation L.eague, the Clean Air Force, and TASCO. Thoge comments regarding the air quality aspects of the .
permits are provided below with the Depariment’s response immediately following.

Backgr diPermitting Action Summa

In response to the development of the Northem Ada County PM;, Maintenance Plan {(Maintenance Plan), the
Department determined that TASCO’s Nampa facility required federally enforceable emissions rate limits. These
emissions rate limits are used in the modeling analysis used to develop the Maintenance Plan and federally
erforceable limits are needed in order to maintain the integrity of the Maintenance Plan. In the fall of 2001, TASCO
and the Department agreed to develop a facility-wide Tier | operating permit that would contain such emissions rate

limits.

TASCO proceeded to develop a facility-wide Tier | permit application that included an air dispersion modeling
analysis to demonstrate that potential emissions from the facility did not cause or significantly contribute {o a violation
of the National Ambient Alr Quality Standard (NAAQS) {herein after often referred to as NAAQS compliance), as
required by IDAPA 58.01.01.403.02. Initial modeling analyses indicated that the potential emission rates of
particuiate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of ten microns or less (PMsg), nitrogen oxides (NQ,), and suifur
oxides {SO,} could result in ambient impact estimates that exceeded certain NAAQS. Therefore, as part of the Tier Il
- permit-application, TASCO submitted an Emission Reduction Plan.  This plan proposed specific impact and
etmissions rate reductions, t0 be implemented over a five-year period. Based upon the potential emissions rates after
implementation of the Emission Reduction Plan, estimated ambient impacts of ali criteria pollutant emissions do not
cause or significantly contribute to any violation of the NAAQS. The Department developed a proposed Tier i
operating permit based on the future potential emissions rates after implementation of the Emission Reduction Plan,
and incorporated the provisions of the Emission Reduction Plan into the proposed Tier |l permit as a compliance

schedule.

To safe guard the NAAQS standards prior to implementation of the compliance plan, the Department has required
that TASCO maintain and operate a system of ambient air monitors. The purpose of these monitors is not to show
compliance or non-compliance for TASCO, but rather, to assure that any NAAQS exceedence that may occur is
monitored and recorded. In the event monitoring data indicate NAAQS exceedences, the Department will evaluate
and determine what necessary corrective action will be taken. Although potential emissions rates of all criteria
pollutant emissions have been demonstrated not to cause or significantly contribute {0 a violation of the NAAQS after
implementation of the compliance schedule, the estimated ambient impacts of PMso and carbon monoxide (CQO)
remain close to applicable NAAQS. As a result, the Department has imposed specific PMyy and CO emissions rate
limits in the proposed Tier I} operating permit to safe guard the NAAQS standards.

Response lo Public Comments : ' Page 1 of 24
TASCO - Nampa



Public Comments and Department Responses

Comment1:

Response o 1;

Comment 2:

Response to 2:

Comment 3:

ActualiPermitted Emissions Rates

An area resident submitted a comment questioning the relationship between actual
emissions rates and permitted emissions rates. The Idaho Conservation League also
submitted a comment stating that the total amount of permitted emissions limits for the
facility is unacceptably large and fails to maintain and protect airshed quality.

Both of these comments are addressed together due 1o the similarity of the response.

TASCO is aliowed to request permit emission limits greater than actual emissions. Generally
this is to account for variables at the facility (industry growth, process fluctuations, etc). Inthe
event that TASCO desired to increase actual emissions rates above permitied emissions
limits, TASCO would be required to submit an application to revise the permit and increase
the permit limits prior to the actual emissions increase. To obtain an allowable increase in
emissions, TASCO must demonstrate that the predicted ambient impacts of the emissions
would not cause or significantly contribute to a violation of an ambient air quality standard.

f TASCO exceeds an emissions limit, then it would be subject 1o an enforcement action that
may include issuance of a notice of violation, a civil enforcement action filed in district court,
or a criminal enforcement action, depending on the frequency and severity of the violations.
The Department's Enforcement Procedures Manual is available for review on the Intemet at.

hitp:/iwww2 state id us/deg/pubsiepmiepm-main.pdf

Although actual emissions rates from the facility are likely to be less the requested permitied
limits, the application submitted for the proposed Tier i permit demonstrates compliance with
all applicable standards and the NAAGS at the requested permit limits; therefore, the
Department has granted TASCO's request.

Stricter Alr Qual ndar

Two area residents submitted comments implying that stricter air quality standards
and/or measures should be applied to TASCO, [These comments do not specify a rule

. . or program that mandates more rigorous permit conditions.]

The Department is charged by the Environmental Protection and Health Act, idaho Code §
38-10, to operate a program to issue air pollution permits in accordance with the Rules. The
purpose of the air program is to safeguard ldaho's air quality by limiting and controlling the
emissions of air contaminates from air pollution sources. The Department carefully evaluates
facility plans for construction and/or operation of these sources to ensure all are capable of
meeting applicable state and federal air quality standards., The proposed and draft permits
have been developed in accordance with the Rufes and satisfy the requirements therein.

Prevention of Significant Deterioration Applicability

Comments submitted by the ldaho Conservation League and the ldaho Clean Alr Force
state that the permits should contain Prevention of Significant Daterioration (PSD)
provisions because the facility is permitted at emission rates greater than 250 tons per
year,

Response to Public Comments ) Page 2 of 24
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Response o 3:

Comment 4:

Response to 4:

In accordance with IDAPA 5§8.01.01.006.36, TASCO is an existing facility with respect to the
provisions of PSD, as it was constructed prior 1o the development of the PSD program.
Although TASCO is subject to the requirements of PSD, due to a potential to emit regulated
poliutants at rates greater than 250 tons per year, it does not appear that the facility has
triggered applicable PSD requirements based on information currently available. The PSD
provisions are part of the New Source Review program, and regulate new or modified
sources. The Department administers the New Source Review program in accordance with

HDAPA 58.01701.200-228; the PSD provisions are contained in Section 205,

in order to trigger PSD, TASCO would have to initiate 2 major modification. A major
modification is defined as any physical change or change in the method of operation that
would result in a significant net emissions increase of any regulated air pollutant. Currently,
the Department is investigating past PSD compliance at the Nampa facility. The Tier | permit
compliance plan requires the facility to submit additional information fo complete this
investigation.

Toxic Air Pollutants licabili

The ldaho Conservation League submitted comments indicating that the Department

“has failed to imi¥ emissions of toxic air pollutants (TAPs) in accordance with IDAPA

58.01.01.161, 585, and 586. The ldaho Clean Alr Force also submitted comments
stating that assumptions used in modeling TAPs must be contained in the permit.

Both of these comments are addressed together due to the similarity of the response.

The provisions of IDAPA 58.01.01.585-586 are only applicable to new or modified stationary
sources, and are triggered by IDAPA 5§8.01.01.203.03. TASCO is not a new source, nor,
based on information currently available, has TASCO commenced any modification;
therefore, the provisions of Sections 585 and 586 are not applicable and were not inciuded in
the proposed Tier |l permit or the draft Tier | permit,

Emissions rates of all air pollutants defined as toxic {refer to IDAPA 58.01.01.006.108) were
evaluated against the provisions of IDAPA 58.01.01.161. It shouid be noted that many
operational conditions limiting criteria pollutant emissions (i.e., fuel-firing rate, throughput
limits, etc.) also serve 1o limit TAP emissions. Additionally, the Department determined that
seasonal constraints were appropriate for consideration in this evaiuation, due to the seasonal
nature of operations of the facility {e.g.; the boilers and most processing equipment are not
operated at full potential for 8760 hours per year, but rather, at ranges near potential during
only the fall and winter months). Therefore, the TAP emissions estimates used in the
evaluation of Section 161 applicability took into account such permit imits and operationai
constraints, The TAP emissions estimates are presented in Appendix A of the technical
memorandum for the proposed Tier 1§ permit.

The Department reviewed these emissions estimates and conducted impact analyses for
several TAPs, including arsenic, beryllium, cadmium, mercury, nickel, selenium,
acetaldehyde, crotonaldehyde, formaidehyde, propionaidehyde, and total aldehydes. The
results of this impact analysis have been added in the Tier || technical memorandum as
Appendix F. Based upon these estimated impacts and foxicological exposure data, it was
determined that no injury or unreasonable effect, as required by IDAPA 58.01.01.161, would
result. Therefore, no specific emissions rate iimits for TAPs were required in the Tier il
permit.

Response o Public Comments ' Page 3 of 24

TASCO - Nampa



Comment 5:

- Response to 5:

Comment 6;

Response b

Comment 7:

Eailure $o Disclose Pollutants

The Idaho Conservation League submitted a comment stating that the Department had
failed to include a thorough breakdown of all pollutants emitted by the facility, and
requests that the permits be amended to include this information.

- 'The Department did inciude a breakdown of all criteria pollutants emitted by TASCO in the

Tier il permit, as Table 15.1. This table was included in the permit as a criteria poliutant
emissions inventory for informational purposes, and is based upon potential emissions rates
after implementation of the compliance schedule, reflecting emissions rate limits and
operational constraints in the proposed Tier [l permit.

Tabile 14.1 of the proposed Tier [l permit contains federally enforceable PMyp and CO
emissions limits with which TASCOQ is required to demonstrate compliance. Although
potential emissions rates of all criteria poliutant emissions have been demonstrated not to
cause or significantly contribute to a violation of the NAAQS after implementation of the
compliance schedule, the estimated ambient impacts of PM,g and CO are close to applicable
NAAQS. As a result, the Departrnent has imposed specific PMyo and CO emissions rate
limits in the proposed Tier |l operating permit io safe guard these NAAQS. -

The Department included a breakdown of all known TAP emissions in Appendix A of the
technical memorandum for the proposed Tier il permit. As detailed in the response to
Comment 4, there are no specific emissions limits for TAPS in the Tier il permit (aithough
many TAP emissions are, in fact, imited by operationatl constraints within the permit).
Therefore, this information is not appropriate for inciusion in the permit, and has not been
added. _

Failure to Call for Best Available Retroflt Technology

The ldaho Conservation League submitted a comment stating that the Department
should redraft the permits to require TASCO to upgrade the abatement devices on each

of its emission units,

As part of the Tier Il permit application, TASCO committed to impiementation of a fugitive
dust abatement plan, instaliation of additionat controis on the pellet milis, and replacement of

_the direct coal-fired dryers with an indirect steam dryer system. With these changes, the

application submitted by TASCO demonstrated that the facility will be in compliance with all
applicable emissions standards and will not cause or significantly contribute to a vioiation the
NAAQS, The permits require that the current equipment will operate fo maximize
performance, by requiring source testing, development of operations and maintenance
manuals, and monitoring of operational parameters.

The Riley boiler may be subject to Best Avallable Retrofit Technology (BART); however, there
are no appiicable requirements for BART at this time. Requirements may be included in
Idaho’s regional haze implementation plan when submitted fo the U.8. Environmental
Protection Agency {EPA). The requirements for BART are found under the regional haze rule
in 40 CFR Part 51.308. The permits have not been changed in response to this comment
because the Department has no regulatory authority at this ime to do so.

Failure to Comply with the Strateqy for Development of an Airshed Management
Program for the Treasure Valley

A comment submitted by the ldaho Conservation League states that the Department
failed to comply with the Strategy for Development of an Airshed Management Program

Response to Public Comments : Page 4 of 24
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Response to 7:

Comment8:

Resg_onse t0 8:

Comment 10:

Response to 10;

for the Treasure Valley {Strategy), in that there are insufficient controls on NO,, SO,
ammonia, and CO,

»

Although the Strategy calls for control of particulate matter precursors and CO emissions
reductions, these reductions must be impiemented in accordance with the Rules. At this time, ,
the Rules do not require additional controls for NO,, 80,, ammonia, or CO emissions. The
permits have not been changed in response 1o this comment.

Permit Duratio

A comment submitted by the ldaho Conservation League states that the proposed and
draft permits do not contain an expiration date.

The two permits submitted for public comment do not contain expiration datés because the
permits have not been issued as final permits, In accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01,322.13
and 405.03, the permit terms will be a five-year period, beginning upon the date of issuance,
At such time as the permits are issued as final permits, the issuance date and expiration date
will appear on the first page of each permit, and in headers throughout the permits.

Tier | Permi@ f_t_g_{i_g_nce on the Tier_lj_ P it Rg_ q_i_reme_ntgm_

-A comment submitted by the ldaho Conservation League indicates that it is

inappropriate for the Tier | permit to rely upon requirements in the Tier H permit,
because the Tier Il permit is in draft [sic] form.

Although the Tier Il permit is currently in proposed form, the permit should be issued as a final
permit after public comments are addressed by the Department. However, after addressing
the public comments concerning the draft Tier | permit, this permit will go {o the £EPA for a 45-
day review period, Tier | permits are required to contain aif existing permit conditions {refer to
IDAPA 58.01.01.322). Since the Tier i permit will be a finat permit before the Tier  permitis

afinal permit, it was necessary to include all Tier |l provisions within the Tier | permit. Any

changes made to the proposed Tier It permit before final issuance will also be made {o the
Tier | before EPA review.

Ammonia Emissions

A comment submitted by the ldaho Conservation League states that the Tier | and Tier
i permits do not control, restrict, or-decrease ammonia emissions from TASCO.. The -
comment aiso points out deleterious health and environmental impacts of ammonia.

As discussed in the response to Comment 4, IDAPA 5§8.01.01.585 is not appiicable with
respect to the Tier | or Tier Il permits. The Department evaluated the emission rate of
ammonia against IDAPA 58.01.01.161, and determined that these emissions rates will not
violate this section of the Rules. Although acute exposure to high concentrations of ammonia
may result in injury to human health, ammonia dissipates rapidly and estimated ammonia
emissions from TASCQ do not currently trigger Section 161.

The total ammonia emission rate from TASCO was included in the modeling analysis
conducted for the Maintenance Plan. The Maintenance Plan is designed to protect the
Treasure Valley aifshed and to pian for future developments within the airshed, Since
ammonia emissions from TASCO are inciuded within the Maintenance Plan, any regional air
quality issues associated with such emissions have been addressed therein,
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Comment 11; National Ambient Air Quality Standard Compliance for Particulate Matter with an
Aerodynamic Diameter of Ten Microns or Less, Sulfur Dioxide, and Nitrogen Oxides

A comment submitted by the ldaho Conservation League states that the proposed and'
draft permits fail to specify the means for bringing impacts of PMy;, SO,, and NO, from
TASCO into compliance with the NAAQS

..... Lo A . EEERRE .

Response to 11: The compliance schedule (Section 13 in the proposed "{zer I! pezmlt and Sectzon 14 in the
draft Tier | permit) contains specific provisions that are predicted to reduce the ambient
impacts of PMy,, SO,, and NO,: 1) additional control equipment is to be installed on the peilet
mills, 2) emissions from the Riley boller are {0 be routed to the B&W boiler stack, 3) and
enhanced fugitive dust emission control plan is to be implemented, and 4) the coal-fired
dryers will be replaced with a steam dryer system. The provisions of the compliance plan wili
result in emissions rates that have been demonstrated not to cause or significantly contribute

to a NAAQGS violation.
Comment 12: Low-Sulfur Coal
wre T meenesee s A comment submifted by the idahio Conservation League states that Department -~ -
' should go beyond the requirements of IDAPA 58.01,01.729 and require that TASCO use
only low-sulfur coal.
Response fo 12: After implementation of the compliance schedule, TASCO has demonstrated that SO,

emissions produced by combustion of coal containing 1% suifur wil not cause or significantly
contribute to a violation of the NAAQS. The Rules specify a 1%-maximum standard, and no
other emissions standard are violated by the use of coal with 1% sulfur content. The permit
has not been changed o incorporate this comment.

Comment 13; Con em' arding Boilers

The Idaho Conservation League submitted comments expressing the following
concerns over emission units $-B1, $-B2, $-B3, and $-B4 (B&W No. 1, B&W No. 2,
Riley, and Union bollers, respectively):
1. M is unclear weather the numerical limits set forth in permit condition 3.3
and table 3.2 [of the Tier | permit] are for all three boilers [i.e., S-B1, 8-B2,
.. and.$-B3) combined;
2. The permit needs limits for all poilutants inclmﬁng but not limited to SO:
and NO,;
3. Newer abatement dovices should be required for $-B1, S-B2, and S-B3 to
reduce total emissions;
4. Unit S-B4 should be required to have a poliution abatement device.

Response 1o 13; Permit Condition 3.3 of the Tier | permit and Permit Condition 3.1 of the Tier Il permit give one
collective emission limit for all three boilers because these boilers will be routed through one
common stack. No further clarification is required within either of the permits, because the
conditions both state;

“Emissions of PMy; and CO from the B&W No. 1, B&W No.2, and Riley boilers...”
[emphasis added]

The Tier i permit specifically establishes PMy, and CO emissions rate limits for the boilers
because potential, facility-wide emissions rates of these two pollutants, after implementation
of the compliance schedule, result in estimated ambient impacts that are very close to the
applicable NAAQS #imits. As a result, the Department has imposed specific PMy and CO
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emissions rate limits in the proposed Tier Il operating permit to safe guard the NAAQS. As
part of the Tier il compliance schedule, a revised Tier i operating permit will be required at
which time the Department will again re-evaluate all reguiated air poliutant emissions from the

facility.

After implementation of the compliance schedule, potential emission rates of other criteria
poliutants and TAPs do not result in estimated ambient impacts that threaten any applicable
ambient standard. In addition, these emissions will be limited by the operational constraints
used to control PMy and CO emissions rates. in this situation, PMy and CO emissions rates
are commonly referred to as “limiting pollutants”, in that permit conditions limiting emissions of
these poliutants serve 1o limit other poliutant emissions rates.

TASCO submitted a Tier Il permit application that demonstrates compliance with all
applicable standards, white treating emissions from the Union boiler as uncontrolied, Since
TASCO has demonstrated compliance with applicable standards without the need for
additional control equipment on the Union boiler, the Department did not require additional
control equipment in the permit (also refer to Comment Responses 1 and 12).

No changes have been made 10 the permits in regard 1o this comment,

Comment14:  Concerns Regarding the Pulp Drvers
Comments were submitted from the Idaho Conservation | eague stating that:
1. The Department should require control equipment for Emission Unit 8-D1
{South dryer);
2. The permit needs limits for all poliutants including but not limited to SO,
- ang NGy, for 8-D1, 5-D2, and 8-D3 {South, Center, and North dryers,
respectively);
3. The permit fails to list emission limits for $-D2 and 8.D3.
Response fo 14; TASCO has demonstrated compliance with applicable standards without the need for
additionai controt equipment on the South dryer; therefore, the Department did not require
additional control equipment in the permit {also refer to Comment Responses 1 and 12),
After implemeniation of the compliance schedule, potential emission rates of criteria
poliutants and TAPs do not result in estimated ambient impacts that exceed any applicable
ambient standard. The Depariment has only imposed specific PMy, and CO emissions rate
. g2 - limnits in the-propesed Tier 1| operating-permit {0 safe guard the NAAQS standards.~ -~~~ -~
Additionally, PMsc and CO serve as limiting pollutants for the pulp dryers (refer to the
response to Comment 13).
In accordance with the compliance schedule, the Center and North dryers are to be removed
from service in the fifth year of the permit {Permit Conditions 13.8 and 14.8 of the Tier ) and
Tier | permits, respectively). Consequently, no emissions limits were established for these
sources in the Emission Unit{s) sections of the permits. However, in order 1o maintain the
integrity of the Maintenance Plan, interim emissions limits for 8-D2 and $-D3 are established
in the compliance schedule (Permit Conditions 13.2 and 14.2 of the proposed Tier || and draft
Tier | permits, respectively). The emissions limits in the compliance schedule correspond to
the emissions rates used in the modeling analysis for the Maintenance Plan, and assure that
TASCO will not exceed emissions rates used to develop the Maintenance Plan, Upon
removal of the two dryers, Permit Conditions 13.2 and 14.2 wiil no longer be in effect.
No changes have been made {0 the permits in regard to this comment.
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Corfiment 15 Concerns Regarding the Kilns

A comment was submitted by the ldaho Conservation League stating that permitted CO
emission rates from S-K1 and 5-K2 (A and B lime kilns, respectively) should be
reduced. Additionally, the permits need limits for all poliutants including but not
limited to 50, and No

Respense {0 15 Refer to Comment Response 1. S:nce TASCO has demonstrated compliance with applicable
standards at the requested {i.e., permitted) CO emission rate, the Department has granted

the requested permit limits.

After implementation of the compliance schedule, potential emission rates of criteria
poliutants and TAPs do not result in estimated armbient impacts that exceed any applicable
ambient standard. The Department has only imposed specific PM,, and CO emissions rate
limits in the proposed Tier I operating permit to safe guard the NAAQS standards.
Additionally, PM,, and CO serve as limiting poiiutants for the kilns (refer to the response to

Comment 13).

Comment 18 -Additional Emissions Limits in the Tier | Permit- -~ = =~~~

A comment was submitted by the ldaho Conservation League stating that the draft Tier
| permit should “...provide emissions limits for ail expected pollutants for each
emission unit.”

Response o 16! The Tier | permit is not intended {o establish any new appiicable requirement {i.e., emissions
Emits) for a facility. in accordance with iDAPA 58.01.01.322 .01-03, the Tier | permit contains
only existing applicable reguirements {refer to iDAPA 58.01.01.008.03 for a definition of
“appilicable requirement”). No changes have been made to the Tier | permit in regard to this
comment.

Fer more information on the Tier | permitting process, please refer to the £EPA memo entitled
“White Paper for Streamliined Development of Part 70 Permit Applications”, dated July 10,
1965,

The Tier i permit could be used as a vehicle for implementing additional emission rate limits;

however, PM;, and CO are limiting poliutants of concem, and permit conditions fimiting
ermissions of these two pollutants serve fo limit emissions of other pollutants (refer to
Comment Response 13).

Comment 17: Input Based Poliution Limits
The Idaho Conservation League submitted a comment in regard to the draft Tier |
permit stating:

*“DEQ has defined the pollution limits as maximums. DEQ need [sic] to also
articulate this in terms of pollution per input unit. For instance, DEQ needs to
provide the allowable pounds of pollution at specific emission units per BTU
{for boilers) or other appropriate measure of input for other units.”

Respons 17 The emission limits are taken directly from the proposed Tier I permit. Limiting 2 mass of
poliutant on an input variable-basis would constitute a new applicable reguirement, and as
stated in Comment Response 16, the Tier | permitting process is not intended to establish
new applicable requirements.
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Although the Tier Il permit could be used as a vehicle for implementing input variable-based
emissions limits, such limits are not required to satisfy applicable emissions standards. A
stated in Comment Response 1, TASCOQ is allowed o request any emissions rate, so long as
a demonstration of compliance with applicable standards is provided. Establishing a
requested emission rate on an input variable-basis would only provide an alternate method for
reguiatzng emissions.

No changes have been made to the Tier i permtt in regard o thts comment.

Comment 18 Nttrogen Oxidas Ambient Monimring Reguirement

The ldaho Conservation League submitted a comment in regard to the draft Tier |
permit requesting that TASCO be required to monitor ambient concentrations of NO,

and other pollutants, '

Response to 18; Requiring any additional ambient monitoring would constitute a new applicable requirement,
and as stated in Comment Response 16, the Tier | permitting process is not intended to
establish new applicable requirements.

Although the Tier H permit could be used to establish additional monitoring requirements, the
estimated ambient impact of potential NO, emissions from TASCO, prior to impiementatiorn of
. the compliance schedule, are only slightly above the annual NAAQS standard for nitrogen
. dioxide {NO,}, Upon completion of Permit Condition 13.4.2 in the compliance schedule
contained in the proposed Tier || permit, estimated ambient impacts are well below the NC,
NAAQS.

Aithough potential NO, emissions, prior 16 compliance schedule implementation, resulted in
estimated ambient impacts over the standard, it is uniikely that the actual emissions of NO,
will result in impacts that cause or significantly contribute to a NAAQS violation. Additionally,
TASCO's emissions estimates make the conservative assumption that all NO, emissions are
NO; (i.e., the estimated impact is overestimated). It should also be noted that the NO,
NAAQS is an annual standard, and Permit Condition 13.4.2 must be implemented within one
year of final Tier H permit issuance, Therefore, a NO, monitor would not accumulate a year of
monitoring data prior o TASCO's implementation of the relevant (i.e., estimated impact
reducing) provision of the compliance schedule.

No changes have been made to the Tier | permit in regard to this comment.

Comment19: ' Hazardous Air Pollutant Re-opener ~

The idaho Conservation League submitted a comment in regard to the draft Tier |
permit requesting *...a ‘re-opener clause’ to allow the permit to be re-opened when
DEQ does finally propagate additional [hazardous air poliutant] standards and
guidelines,

Response to 19: Permit Condition 15.15 in the draft Tier | General Provisions states:

“The permitiee shall comply with applicable requiréments that become effective during
the permit term on a timely basis.”

No changes have been made to the Tier | permit in regard to this comment.
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Comment 20: Enforceable Facility-wide Emissions Limits

A comment was submitted by the Idaho Clean Alr Force stating:

“Neither the Tier | nor the Tier il permits contain enforceable emission limits for
the facility as a whole...Emission limits should be stated in the permit,
enforceable monitoring and record keeping mechanisms shouid be estabiished
to assure that these limits are adhered to, and air dispersion modeling shouid
be performed to demonstrate that these limits are protective of public health.”

Response to 20: The emissions limits are established in the Tier il permit; the Tier | permit cannot establish
any new applicable requirements for a facility {refer to Comment Response 16). Since the
comment addresses emissions limits, associated monitoring and recordkeeping, and
dispersion modeling, the response will be directed at the Tier i permit; emissions limits and
modeling analyses are not establishedfconducted within the Tier | permitting process.

The first sentence in this comment appears to imply that facility-wide emissions limits are
required in the permits, IDAPA 58.01.01.403 states that a sourge must demonstrate

e e e compliance with applicable emission standards and the NAAQS. IDAPA 58.01.01.006:103 -~
defines a stationary source as "Any building, structure, emissions unit, or installation which
emits or may emit air poliution.” A facility is defined by IDAPA 58.01.01.006.37 as:

“...all of the pollutant-emitting activities which belong to the same industrial grouping,
are located on one (1) or more contiguous of adiacent properties, and are under the
control of the same person {or persons under common control)...”

The Department does not permit facilities, but rather sources at a facility.

The second portion of the quote appears to imply that the permits do not contain emission
limits, enforceable monitoring or record keeping in the permit, and that no air dispersion
modeling was conducted in conjunction with development of the permits. Federally
enforceable emissions limits for sources at the TASCOQ facility are summarized in Table 14.1
of the Tier Il permit. Each of the sources is also addressed in an individua! section (Sections
3-12) of the permit, along with emissions Emits, and required monitoring and recordkeeping.
The monitoring and recordkeeping requirements will be used to determine compliance or non-
compliance with the emissions limits. As discussed on page 8 of the technical memorandum,
dispersion modeling was conducted with ISC-PRIME fo demonstrate that permit iimiis are
protective of public health and the environment {i.e., no NAAQS are exceeded).

Comment 21: Ambient Air Quality Monitoring

The ldaho Clean Air Force submitted a comment stating that the Department should
not allow ambient air guality monitoring {0 be used in place of enforceable emission

limits.

Response 1o 21: The intent of the ambient monitaring requirements is not to demonstrate compliance with the
emissions limits within the permits. As stated in the response to Comment 20, monitoring and
recordkeeping provisions within the permits will be used to determine TASCO's compliance
status with respect to emissions limits,

As required by IDAPA 58.01.01.403, the Tier i permit application and Emission Reduction
Plan submitted by TASCO demonstrates compliance with applicable emissions standards
and shows that potential emissions from the facility will not cause or significantly contribute to
a NAAQS violation. However, the Emission Reduction Plan proposes several maijor changes
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at the facility in order to reduce emissions for the compliance demonstration (refer to
Comment Response 11). In order to carry out these changes, a five-year pian has been ¢
proposed by TASCO. Although it has been demonstrated that potential emissions from the
facility will not cause or significantly contribute to a NAAQS violation after the changes are
implemented, modeling analyses indicate that potential emissions from the facility couid result
in ambient impacts that exceed certain NAAQS standards before these changes are '
completed. Although an actual NAAQS exceedence is still deemed unilikely, the Department
has required a system of ambient monitors o be operated by TASCO in order to assure that
any exceedence that may.accur is-monitored and recorded. This is done to safe guard-public
health and assure that an area of concem is addressed.

it shouid be noted that the ambient monitors cannot be used for a compliance demonstration
for specific stack emissions limits. However, any exceedences measured by the monitors will
be evaluated by the Department to determine the cause of such exceedence. Permit
Condition 2.5.2 of the proposed Tier |l permit requires that the monitoring sites be placed in
iocations based upon air dispersion modeling impact analyses {i.e., in areas expected to have
high ambient impacts as a result of emissions from TASCO), however, these monitors will
show ambient concentrations that result from a variety of sources.

No changes have been made {0 the permits in regard to this comment.

P ——- P n J [ R i AT e —— S g St N O oo

Cor_nmen;ﬂig.:' ’ Compliance Plan Schedule

A comment was submitted by the ldaho Clean Alr Force stating that the five-year
compliance plan should be reduced to six months.

Response : Although the Department generaily agrees that five years is an excessive time period, TASCO
has demonstrated that a five-year period is warranted from a technical standpoint. Installation
and operation of the steam dryer system is the only compliance schedule provision that
requires a five-year period; all other provisions not associated with the steam dryer system
are required to he complete within one year, Fabrication, instaliation, and operation of the
steam system require substantial planning and will entail significant operationai changes at
the facility. The facility must meet annual milestones each year of the five-year schedule to
assure instaliation and operation of the steam systermn by the end of the schedule.

Ne changes have been made o the permits in regard to this comment,

Comment 23: Permit Shieid

Ea R e s e e a. Ceowmee g JRT—

A commaent submitted by the Idaho Clean Air Force indicates that the permit shield
provision [General Provision 15.19 of the draft Tier | permit] is inappropriate because
the provision “...exempts TASCO from compliance with all air quality reguiations other
than those specifically included in the permit.”

Response o 23: The permit shield provisions are taken from IDAPA 58.01.01.325 and 40 CFR 70.6(f), and are
included in all Tier | permits issued by the Department. The permit does not exempt TASCO
frorn compliance with any regulation, but rather, asserts that compliance with the permit is
deemed to be compliance with all applicable requirements, provided that such appiicable
requirements are included and identified in the permit, Refer specifically to IDAPA
58.01.01.325.01(a). No changes have been made fo the Tier | permit as a result of this
commernt.

Response o Public Comments Fage 11 of 24
TASCO - Nampa



Comment 24:

Response to 24.

Comment 25:

Odor Concerns

A comment was submitted by the ldaho Clean Alr Force stating that activities designed
to address odor problems should be added to the compliance schedule.

Permit Conditions 2.5 and 2.6 of the Tier | permit contain the applicable requirement for
‘odorous releases,-as well as monitoring and recordkeeping necessary to show compliance -
with the requirement. The Department deems these provisions of the permit as sufficient to
enforce compliance with applicable provisions of the Rules (refer to IDAPA 58.01.01.775-
7768). TASCO is not currently classified as out of compliance with IDAPA 58.01.01.755-776;
therefore, it is inappropriate o place Permit Conditions 2.5 and 2.6 in the compliance
schedule. No changes have been made to the permits as a result of this comment.

The Department anticipates that removal of the Center and North pulp dryers, along with
installation and operation of the steam dryer system (refer {0 Permit Conditions 14.8 of the
Tier | permit) will significantly reduce or eliminate historical odor issues associated with the

facility.

-Ambient Monitoring Requirements R

TASCO submitted a comment requesting that the ambient air monitoring requirements
be removed from the permits. The following justifications were provided:

1. The planning and final proposal of the Emission Reduction Plan [contained in the
Tier i permit application] was completed in part to avoid the need for ambient air
monitoring.

2. TASBCO’s actual measured PMy, air quality impacts on air quality in Northern Ada
County and Canyon County are not significant.

3. TASCO agreed o a five year, $12 million emission reduction plan to reduce
emissions from the plant.

4. The Department stated that ambient monitoring Is justified because NAAQS
compliance is not demonstrated untif the compliance plan is fully implemented.
This presumption of non-compliance during the interim period is not supportable.
The Nampa facility cannot by itself violate a NAAQS.

5. The purpose for ambient air monitoring is not entirely well founded, particuiarly
since TASCO is located in an attainment area. Ambient air monitoring will not.
provide additional data that is not currently predicted by modeling.

6. Installation of the ambient air monitors is not expressly required in the Rules.

7. The cost of the ambient air monitors is significant and was not contempiated while
developing the Emission Reduction Plan. TASCO is of the opinion that resources
of the company are better utilized for emission reduction projects.

In the event that the ambient alr monitoring requirements are not removed from the
permits, TASCO requested the following revisions:

1. TASCO requested that only the Tapered Element Oscillating Microbalance (TEQOM)
PM,; monitor be required; the requirement for the high-volume PM,, monitor
shouid be removed,

2. As an alternative to real-time telemetry requirements, TASCO proposed to provide
this data as requested by the Department for purposes of evaluating air stagnation
conditions or other episodes.

3. TASCO requested that the option to petition the Department for removal of the
ambient air monitors be replaced by a permit condition with specific dates for
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removal of the monitors.

4. TASCO requested that the ambient air monitoring requirement for 80; be removed
from the permits. TASCO states that modeling of actual emissions rates after the
first year of the implementation plan shows compliance with all S0, NAAQS

standards.
Response to 25: The intent behind the ambient monitoring requirements has been addressed in the response
to Comment 21. TASCO has successfully demonstrated that potential emissions fromthe_ . =

s o g1

“ facility will not cause or significantly contribute to a violation of applicable standards after
implementation of the compliance schedule; however, prior to compliance schedule
implementation, the Tier || permit application fails to demonstrate compliance with IDAPA
58.01.01.403.02. Therefore, the ambient monitoring system is required to fulfili the

- requirements of Section 403 of the Rules and to safe guard public health and the
environment. IDAPA 58.01.01.405.01(d) granis the Depariment the authority to include
arnbient monitoring requirements in a Tier | permit,

With respect o the revisions requested by TASCO in this comment, the Department concurs
that firm dates for removal of the monitoring system are appropriate in the permits. The terms
of the proposed Tier Il and draft Tier | permits have been modified fo include such provisions.
.. Upon completion of relevant compliance schedule provisions, TASCO may, cease e
maintenance and operation of the affected momtor(s) _

The two PM,; monitors are required because the potential emissions of this pollutant, prior to
implemeniation of the compliance schedule, result in two distinct and separate areas that
exhibit estimated ambient PM,y concentrations that may cause or contribute to a violation of
the NAAQS. The two areas are located northwest and southeast of the facility, and will
reguire two separate monitors (refer {0 Appendix B of the technical memorandum for the
proposed Tier il permit). The two different monitor types are required in order to characterize
the nature of the PMyg impacts. Similarly, the modeling analysis indicates one area fo the
southeast of the facility that exhibits estimated ambient SO; concentrations that may cause or
contribitte fo a violation of the NAAQS. The permits have not been modified as a result of this
portion of the comment,

The Department maintains that real-time telemetry for the ambient monitors is a reasonable
permit condition, and has not modified the permits in response to this portion of the comment,
Details regarding the real-time telemetry will be addressed further in the ambient monitoring
protocol required by Permit Condiiion 2.5.1 of the prc)posed Tier il perm:t and Permit

Condition 2.17.1 of the draft Tier | parmit. ..

Comment 26: Permit Condition 1.1 of Tier H Permit

TASCO submitted a comment requesting that Permit Condition 1.1 of the proposed Tier
Il Permit be revised to state:

“This Tier Il operating permit establishes facility-wide requirements necessary
to ensure that the emissions from the Nampa facility do not cause or
significantly contribute to a violation of the NAAQS, in accordance with IDAPA
58.01.01.403.02. This Tier Il project initiated to establish enforceable emissions
limits to support the Northern Ada County PM10 SIP control strategy.”

Response {0 26; The Department concurs with this comment and has added this language fo the proposed
Tier Il permit.
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Comment 27: Permit Condition 2.2.6 of the Tier H and Tier | Permits

TASCO submitted a comment requesting that Permit Condition 2.2.6 of the permits be
removed. Permit Condition 2.2.6 placed seasonal operating constraints upon two
fugitive sources, based on the modeling submitted with the Tier Il permit application.
TASCO submitted a revised modeling analysis and justification in support of this

request, _

Response to 27: The emissions factor originally used to estimate PMy, emissions for both of these sources
was found to be an emissions factor for total suspended particulate (TSP), Use of the TSP
emissions factor resulted in an over-estimation of PM,, emissions from the two sources.
TASCG re-evaluated PMyo emissions rate estimates from the sources using an approptiate
PM:; emissions factor, and conducted a modeling analysis o determine facility-wide,
estimated ambient impacts without seasonal constraints on these two sources. This
modeling analysis successfully demonstrates that seasonal constraints are not reguired on
these sources in order to assure that TASCO does not cause or contribute to a NAAQGS
viclation.

The Department has reviewed and approved the modeling analysis submitted with this

S e e e s ogmment Attachment 1 of this document contains a-summary-of the review: -Based uporr - = -
approval of the revised modeling analysis, the Department has removed Permit Condition
2.2.6 from the proposed Tier i and draft Tier | permits.,

Comment 28: Exceptions to Permit Condition 2.2.2 of the Tier || and Tier | Permits

TASCO submitted a comment requesting that two exceptions be incorporated into
Permit Condition 2.2.2 of the proposed Tier Il and draft Tier | permits, TASCO accepts
the provisions of the conditions for all equipment, with the exceptions of the Coal
Rolling Packer and temporary Rental Equipment.

Response to 28: The Department concurs with this comment and has added these exceptions to the Tier i and
Tier | permits.

Comment 29: Permit Condition 2.2.5 of the Tier il and Tier | Permits

TASCO submitted a comment requesting that Permit Condition 2.2.5 of the permits be

. ..changed to require application of water to the coal storage area twice a week, with a
surfactant application once per year, after the coal storage area has reached final
grade.

Response o 29 The Department has determined that TASCO's request is reasonabie and has maodified the
permits accordingly. 1t should be noted that TASCO is still subject to IDAPA 58.01.01.650-
651, and should the proposed control methodology prove insufficient, TASCO may have to
apply surfactants to the coal storage area on a more frequent basis to maintain compliance
with these provisions of the Rules.

Comment 30: Performance Test Reporting Requirements

TASCO submitted a comment asserting that there is no provision within the Rules
specifically requiring source test data and performance testing reports to be reported
to EPA. Therefore, TASCO requested that this requirement be removed from Permit
Conditions 3.11, 4.8, 5.14, 6.11, 7.10, 8.10, 9.10, 10.11, 11.11, and 12.10 of the draft Tier |
permit. TASCO also requests a 60-day requirement for submission of source test
results after completion of the test. The proposed Tier i and draft Tier | permits
specify 30 days.

Response to Public Comments Page 14 of 24
TASCO - Nampa

SR it om



Response to 30; The Department concurs with TASCO that the Rufes do not explicitly require source test +
results to be submitted to EPA: therefore, these provisions have been removed from the draft
Tier | permit. However, the source test reports submitted to the Department will be made

available to EPA upon request, )

in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.157.04, any source test performed {0 satisty a
requirement imposed by a state permit must be submitted to the Department within 30 days of
s e s s goppletion of the test. Therefore, these permit conditions have not been changed~if TASCO
finds that it needs more than 30 days to submit the resuits of a performance test, it may
request that the Department grant an extension.

Comment 31: Performance Test Schedule

TASCO submitted a comment requesting that the Janguage regarding the schedule for
conducting performance tests (Permit Conditions 2.10-2.14 in the proposed Tier U
permit) be revised to require each test during the first beet campaign following the
completion of the compliance task referred to in Section 13,

Response to 31: With the exception of Permit Condition 2.10.1 of the Tier i permit, The Department concurs
e - emeyith this comment and has modified the permits accordingly. -

Permit Condition 2.10.1 requires that TASCO conduct a source test on the dryers within 60
days of permit issuance. This source test is intended to assure compliance with the
ermnissions imits contained in Permit Condition 13.2 of the proposed Tier il permit. Emissions
from the dryers will not be reduced by the terms of the compliance schedule for a five-year
period. The emissions limits contained in Permit Condition 13.2 were used in the modeling
analysis conducted for the Maintenance Plan. In order o assure the integrity of the
Maintenance Plan, the Department maintains that this requirement is a reasonable and
appropriate condition for the permit and has not changed the condition in either of the permits.

Comment 32: Parmit Condition 2.10.1 of proposed Tier Il Permit/Permit Condition 5.9.1 of the draft
Tier } Permit

TASCO submitted a comment requesting clarification of the term “throughput of dryer”
in Permit Condition 2.10.1 of proposed Tier Il Permit and Permit Condition 5.8.1 of the
draft Tier | Permit. Tons of input to the dryer (i.e., throughput of dryer) should be

. expressed as.an arithmetic total of coal mass combusted, wet pulp mass, and mass of .

CSB applied.

Response to 32: The Department concurs with this comment and has clarified this term accordingly in the Tier
li and Tier | permils.

Comment 33: Performance Test Methodology

TASCO submitied several comments requesting alternative test methods for PM,
performance test requirements contained in the proposed Tier Il and draft Tler |
permits. Specifically, TASCO requests that EPA Method § and Method 202 he specified
[the permits currently specify EPA Methods 201a and 202] for performance testing of
the dryers, Union boiler, lime slaker system, sugar handling system baghouses, and
iime building baghouse.

Response {o 33; The permits specify EPA Methods 201a and 202 or a Department-approved alternative (refer
to Permit Condition 2.7 in the proposed Tier i permit and Permit Condition 2,18 in the draft
Tier 1 permit). Shouid TASCO choose 1o use altemate test methods for any required
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performance tesi(s), the proposed test methodology should be presented to the Department
¥ in a test protocol {refer to Permit Condition 2.6 in the proposed Tier |i permit and Permit
Condition 2.18 in the draft Tier | permit).

Comment 34: Pellet Mill Cyclone Performance Testing Schedule

TASCO submitted comments requesting that the performance testing requirement for
the pellet mills, prior to installation of controlequipment as required by the compliance
schedule, be removed from the permits, TASCO states that source testing the
cyclones would require installation of expensive temporary stacks, platforms, and
sampling ports, which must be removed after the tests to facilitate instaliation of the

control equipment.

Response to 34; The original intent of the peliet mill cyclone source testing requirement was 10 demonstrate
compliance with the inferim PMy emissions limits in Permit Condition 13.2 of the proposed
Tier i permit. These emissions limits are in effect untit the control equipment is installed on
the pellet mills, required during the first year of the permit by Permit Condition 13.4.

The Depariment reviewed the methodology used o caiculate PM,o emissions rate estimates
for the pellet mills (presented in Appendix 2 of TASCO's Tier i permit application). it appears
that TASCO was conservative in calculating the pellet mill emissions rate estimates (i.e., the
estimated emissions rates are probably greater than actual emissions rates). TASCO used
AP-42 emission factors, assumed that all particulate matter is PM,,, and added a 15% safety
factor to the emissions estimates. Due to the temporary status of the current exhaust
arangement of the peliet mills and the conservative nature of the emissions estimates, the
Department has removed the pelist mill source {esting requirernents from the permit (Permit
Condition 2.10.2 in the proposed Tier I| permit). However, the requirement to conduct a
source test for PMyo emissions from the pellet mills after installation of the control equipment
{(Permit Condition 2.11.3 of the proposed Tier li permit} remains in the permit,

Comment 35: Pellet Mill Performance Test Monitoring Requirements

TASCO submitted comments requesting that the monitoring requirements for the

parformance test required for the pellet mill {after installation of the control

equipment)}, be changed. The monitoring requirements are found in Permit Condition

2.11.3 of the proposed Tier ll permit and Permit Condition 6.7.1 of the draft Tier | permit.
~ TASCO states that the appropriate monitoring parameters are total throughput using .

the dry shred weight-o-meteor and applicable control device parameter(s).

Response to 35: The Department concurs with this comment and has clarified these terms accordingly in the
Tier 1 and Tier | permits.
Comment 36: Union Boiler Source Test

TASCO submitted comments requesting that the source test requirements for the
Union boiler be removed based upon: 1} natural gas is a “clean fuel”, 2) total
emissions from the boiler represent less than 0.4% of the emissions at the facility, and
3) emission rates from the boiler would not reasonably be expected to significantly
contribute to any potential NAAQS concerns at the facility, This requirement appears
as Permit Condition 2.12.1 in the proposed Tier # permit, and as Permit Condition 4.6 in

the draft Yier | permit.

Response to 36: Aithough the Department agrees that particulate matter emissions from a natural gas-fired
boiler generally do not represent an area of concern, the Department maintains that TASCO
must conduct a source test for particulate matier on the Union boiler. The methodology used
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to estimate PM« emissions rates for the boiler (refer to Appendix 2 of TASCO's Tier li permit
application) back-calculates an ernissions factor based on the grain lcading standard of -+
IDAPA 58.01.01.677. There is litle basis for this calculation.

Additionally, the modeling analysis submitted by TASCO in the Tier 1| permit application
indicates that the ambient impact of PM, emissions from the facility are extremely close to
applicable NAAQS standards. In this situation, it is appropriate to verify all PM,; emissions
calculations used in the dispersion analysis.

Finally, the performance test is relied upon to establish a gas-firing rate limit in Permit
Condition 4.5 of the Tier proposed [ permit and the draft Tier | permit. The performance test
is required in order to establish a correlation between fuel firing rate and emissions rate(s),

allowing the use of fuel-firing rate monitoring as a demonstration of compliance for emissions
rate Hmits. ,

This is a3 one-time source test requirement that assures accuracy of the emissions estimates
and the dispersion modeiing. No changes have been made t¢ the permits as a result of this
comment,

Comment 37: Lime Slaker System Source Tes

I s g s -

TASCO submitted comments requestmg that the source test requimments for the l:ma
" slaker system be removed based upon: 1) dus to the saturated conditions, source
testing will be extremely difficult, 2) total emissions from the siakers represent less
than 0.04% of the emissions at the facllity, 3) the slakers’ stack is small and will not
accommodate the large apparatus required to conduct the test and 4) emission rates
from the slakers would not reasonably be expected to significantly contribute to any
potential NAAQS concerns at the facility. This requirement appears as Permit
Condition 2.12.2 in the proposed Tier Il permit, and as Permit Condition 8.6 in the draft

Tier | permit.

Response to 37: The original intent of the lime siaker source testing requirement was o demonstrate
compliance with the PM emissions fimits in Permit Condition 8.3 of the proposed Tier |l
permit.

Although the Department agrees that particulate matter emissions from the lime siakers
generally do not represent an area of congern, the Department maintains that TASCO must
conduct a source test for particulate matter on the lime slakers. The performance test is
relied upon to establish a throughput rate limit in Permit Condition 8.5 of the Tier proposed #
permit and Permit Condition 8.4 of the draft-Tier | permit. The performance test is required in
order to establish a correlation between throughput rate and emissions rate(s), allowing the
use of throughput rate monitoring as a demonstration of comphiance for emissions rate limits.

Additionally, the modeling analysis submitted by TASCO in the Tier Il permit application
indicates that the ambient impact of PMy, emissions from the facility are extremely close to
applicable NAAQS standards. In this situation, it is appropriate fo verify all PMy, emissions
calculations used in the dispersion analysis.

This is a one-time source test requirement that assures accuracy of the emissions estimates
and the dispersion modeling. No changes have been made to the permits as a result of this
comment.
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Comment 38:

O

Response o 38:

P e g e

Comment 39:

Response fo 38

Sugar Handling System Baghouse(s) Source Test

TASCO submitted comments requesting that the source test requirements for the
sugar handling system baghouses be removed based upon: 1) emissions from the
baghouses are pure sugar and are not proven to pose a health risk, 2) total emissions
from the baghouses represent less than 0.07% of the emissions at the facility, and 3)

emission rates from the-baghouses-would hot reasonably be expected to significantly -

contribute to any potential NAAQS concerns at the facility. This requirement appears
as Permit Conditions 2.13.1 and 2.13.2 in the proposed Tier il permit, and as Fermit
Conditions 10.7 and 11.7 in the draft Tier | permit.

The original intent of the sugar handling system baghouse source testing requirements was to
demonstrate compliance with the PM, emissions limits in Permit Condition 11.3 of the

proposed Tier i permit.

it should be emphasized that TASCO’s argument that sugar emissions are not a health threat
has no bearing upon the Department's response to Comment 38. 1DAPA 58.01.01.006.72
defines PMy; as “all particuiate matter in the ambient air with an aerodynamic diameter less
than or equal to & nominal ten (10) micrometers:.."= Emissions of anytype of particulate
matter, including sugar, that meet this definition are considered PM,g from a reguiatory
standpoint,

Atthough the Depariment agrees that particulate matier emissions from the sugar handling
system baghouses generaily do not represent an area of concern, the Depariment maintains
that TASCCO must conduct a source test for particulate matter on these sources, The
performance test is relied upon {0 establish a throughput rate limit in Permit Condition 11.8 of
the Tier proposed it permit and Permit Condition 11.5 of the draft Tier | permit. The
performance test is required in order to establish a correlation between throughput rate and
emissions rate(s), aliowing the use of throughput rate monitoring as a demonstration of
compliance for emissions rate fimits. _

Additionally, the modeling analysis submitted by TASCO in the Tier || permit application
indicates that the ambient impact of PM emissions from the facilily are extremely close to
applicable NAAQS standards. in this situation, it is approprigte to verify ali PMy, emissions
caiculations used in the dispersion analysis.

This is a one-time source test requirement that assures accuracy of the emissions estimates
and the dispersion modeling. No changes have been made to the permits as a result of this
comment.

Lime Building Baghouse Source Test

TASCO submitted comments requesting that the source test requirements for the lime
building baghouse be removed based upon: 1) total emissions from the baghouse
represents less than 0.02% of the emissions at the facility, and 3} emission rates from
the baghouse would not reasonably be expected to significantly contribute to any
potential NAAQS concerns at the facility, This requirement appears as Permit
Condition 2.13.3 in the proposed Tier i permit, and as Permit Condition 12.6 in the draft

Tier | permit.

Although the Departrnent agrees that the estimated particulate matter emission rate from the
lime kiin building baghouse do not generally represent an area of concemn, the Department
maintains that TASCO must conduct a source test for particulate matter on the lime kiin
buiiding baghouse. The methodology used {0 estimate PM,, emissions rates for the
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baghouse (refer to Appendix 2 of TASCO's Tier Il permit application) uses many assumptions
about emissions factors and process variables. No justifications have been provided for ®
these assumptions.

The performance test is aiso relied upon to establish a throughput rate limit in Permit
Congdition 12.5 of the Tier proposed Ii permit and Permit Condition 12.4 of the draft Tier |
permit. The performance test is required in order t0 establish a correlation between
throughput rate and emissions rate(s), allowing the use of throughput rate momtonng asa
demonstration of Tompiiance for emissions rate limits.

Additionally, the modeling analysis submitted by TASCO in the Tier |l permit application
indicates that the ambient impact of PM,, emissions from the facility are extremely close to
applicable NAAQS standards. In this situation, it is appropriate to verify ali PM,, emissions
calcuiations used in the dispersion analysis.

This is a one-time source test requirement that assures accuracy of the emissions estimates
and the dispersion modeling. No changes have been made to the permits as a result of this

comment.
Comment 40: Operations and Maintenance Manual Requirements

TASCO submitted several comments requesting that the requirements for the
Operations and Maintenance (O&M) manuals be revised. The general requirements for
the O&M manuals appear in Permit Condition 2.15 of the proposed Tier i permit and in
Permit Condition 2.22 of the draft Tier I permit, aithough there are specific 0&M manual
requirements located throughout the permits {e.g., each emissions unit section and the
Tier H General Provisions). Specifically, TASCO requests that:

1. Permit language be added specifying that the O&M manuals are specific to the
control eguipment;

2. The requirement to have Department-approval of the O&M manuais be removed
from the permits;

3. Permit language be added specifying that the content of the O&M manuals include
1} the Monitoring and Maintenance Procedures contained in Section 5C of TASCO’s
Title V permit application, 2} frequency of inspections for control equipment, and 3}
parametric monitoring operating ranges and supporting documentation.

‘Responseto-40; - - The Department concurs with the first two requests listed in this comment and has modified -
these terms accordingly in the Tier 1] and Tier | permits.

The Department has not modified the permils in response 10 the third request in this
comment. A review of the Monitoring and Maintenance Procedures contained in Section 5C
of TASCO's Title V permit appiication indicates that this information may be out of date and
does not accurately address current operations at the facility, Additionally, changes in
equipment and control devices resulting from TASCO's Emission Reduction Plan (refer to the
Tier I permit application) are not addressed in the Title V permit application. There is no
language in the permits that prevents TASCO from using the Title V application material,
where appropriate, in the development of O&M manuals; however, it is inappropriate to
restrict O&M manual content o lems listed in the Title V application. inspection frequency
and monitoring requirements are already included in Permit Conditions 2.16.2 and 2.15.3 of
the proposed Tier !l permit and in Permit Condmons 2.22.2 and 2,22.3 of the drafi Tier |
permit,
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Comthent 41:

Response o 41:

Comment 42:

Response to 42:

Comment 43:

Response to 43:

Comment 44;

Carbon Monoxide Emissions Rate Limits

TASCO submitted comments stating that the CO emissions for the boilers, pulp dryers,
and lime kiln have no regulatory basis and shouid be removed from the permits.
TASCO gave the following reasons for removing the emissions limits:

1. The Tier il permit is zntended to support the Maintenance Ptan. and does not

- inehude-GO; = s gue

2. The Tier Il permit apptication successfully demonstrated comp!iance with the

NAAQS for CO;
3. There are no other emissions standards or rules to which TASCO is subject that

can be relied upon to support CO emissions limits at this time.

Although CO emissions may not be the direct concern of the Maintenance Plan, IDAPA
58.01.01.403.02 requires that TASCO demonstrate the facility would not cause or significantly
contribute to a violation of any ambient air quality standard (inciuding CO NAAQS) see aiso
IDAPA 58.01.01.577.05. The CO emissions limits were included in the permit because the
estimated ambient impact of potential CO emissions from the facility, as demonstrated by the
modefing analysis submitted with the Tier I} permit application, Is extremely close to the 8-
hour NAAQS for-€Q. n order to-assure protection of the standard, the Department has
included emissions limits in the Tier i permit.

No changes have been made to the permits as a result of this comment.

Puip Dryer Throughgm fimits

TASCO submitted comments stating that the pulp dryer throughput limits are overly
restrictive and unworkable as a constraint. These provisions appear as Permit
Condition 5.5 in the proposed Tier Il permit and as Permit Condition 5.6 In the draft Tier
| permit. TASCO has recommended that the throughput limit be established as 120% of
the throughput achieved by the most recent Department-approved test, not to exceed
the maximum design limit of each dryer,

The Department concurs with this comment and has modified these terms accordingly in the
Tier Il and Tier | permits,

 Pulp Dryer Monitoring Requirements

TASCO submitted comments stating that the monitoring requirements for the pulp
dryers would not provide meaningful operating information. The monitoring
requirements addressed in this comment are Permit Condition 5.8 in the proposed Tier
i permit and Permit Condition 5.7 in the draft Tier | permit. TASCO suggests that the
scrubber differential be monitored instead of pressure drop across the cyclone.

The Department concurs with this comment and has modified these terms accordingly in the
Tier i and Tier | permits,

Equipment Operating Requirements

TASCO submitted comments stating that the requirements to use manufacturer’s and
O&M manual specifications fo establish operating parameters is not appropriate due to
the fact that some the affected equipment does not have manufacturer’s specifications
available. TASCO suggests changing the permit language to specify manufacturer’s or
O&M manual specHications,

Response to Public Comments Page 20 of 24

TASCO - Nampa

R gl Lo T



Response to 44,

Comment 43;

Response o 45

Comment 46:

‘Response to 46:—~ -

Comment 47:

Response 1o 47

" Pellet Mill Monitoring Requirements

The Department concurs with this comment and has modified these terms accordingly in the
Tier it and Tier | permits.

Dryer and Pellet Mill Emissions Limits

TASCO submitted comments stating that the permits do not clearly delineate which set
of emissions limits (i.e., the limits in the emissions units’ sections or the emissions

L)

- limits in the compliance schedule) apply for the dryers and pellet mills. S

The Department concurs with this comment and has added permit language to clarify the
intent of these provisions within the Tier 1| and Tier | permits,

Pulp Dryer Operating Restrictions :

TASCO submitted comments requesting that the permit conditions requiring that the
pulp dryers be used only for beets be removed from the permits. These provisions
appear as Permit Condition 5.7 in the proposed Tier Il permit and as 5.4 in the draft Tier

i permit.

This Permit Condition was originally included in the permit as condition for assuring :
applicability of IDAPA 58.01.01.703 (refer to IDAPA 68.01.01.702.02(b))} for the pulp dryers.
The Department will grant TASCQO's request in this matter; however, the requirements of
Permit Condition 5.4 in the proposed Tier Il permit and Permit Conditicn 5.3 in the draft Tier |
permit will be changed from the requirements of Section 703 to the requirements contained in
Section 702 of the Rulss.

Dryer Scrubber Water Requirements

TASCO submitted comments requesting that restrictions on the maximum allowable
concentration of total dissolved solids {TDS) be removed from the permits and be
included in the O&M manual. The provisions regarding TDS appear as Permit
Condition 5.9 in the proposed Tier Il permit and as Permit Condition 5.8 in the draft Tier
i permit.

The Department concurs with this comment and has removed these conditions from the Tier
Il and Tier | permits.,

Comment 48
TASCO submitted comments requesting that the requirement to monitor pressure drop
across the pellet mill cyciones be removed from the permits. These provisions appear
as Permit Condition 6.8 in the proposed Tier Il permit and as Permit Condition 6.7.1 in
the draft Tier | permit. TASCO states that pressure drop is an indication of cycione
performance and is not important after installation of the control equipment. After
installation, the appropriate monitoring parameters will be the based upon the control
equipment, not the cyciones.

Response to 48: The Department concurs with this comment and has modified these terms accordingly in the
Tier i and Tier | permiis.
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Corfiment 49: Compilance Scheduie Language

TASCO submitted comments suggesting alternate language for the compliance
schedule. Specifically, this request is directed at Permit Condition 13.1 of the
proposed Tier Hl permit and Permit Condition 14,1 of the draft Tier | permit. TASCO
tequests that the fo%iowing ianguage be inserted in to the permits

B i T = LIEER R

“To ensure compliance with applicable requlrements in the Rules for the
Control of Air Pollution in idaho, 58.01.01.001, et. seq, the permittee shall
implement the compliance schedule presented in Table 13.1. Permit Conditions
13.3-13.9 are necessary to ensure that emissions from the Nampa facility do not
cause or significantly contribute to a viclation of the NAAQS. ' Any changes in
equipment, control technology, or timeframes specified In this compliance
schedule must be approved by the Department.”

Response o 49; The Department concurs with this comment and has modified these terms accordingly in the
Tier Il and Tier | permis. :

Coinmient 50 "~

mpliafice Schedule Réquiréments™ —
TASCO submitted a comment requesting that Permit Conditions 14.11-14.16 be
removed from the draft Tier | permit.

Response to 50; The Department maintains that Permit Conditions 14.11-14.16 are necessary for TASCO to
demonstrate compliance with the Rules. Additional language has been added 1o the technical
memorandum for the Tier i permit in regard o these provisions. Refer to the section of the
technical memorandum entitled “Compliance Schedule”.

Com : Sulfur Content for Fuel Qil Requirement
TASCO submitted a comment requesting that Permit Condition 2.14 and all associated
monitoring be removed from the draft Tier | permit. TASCO asserts that it does not use
fuel ofl at the facility.

Respornse to 51; The Department concurs with this comment and has removed this term from the Taer | permit

Comment 52: Mult:gle Source Testing Requirements

TASCO submitted comments requesting that the multiple source test requirerments for
the Union boiler, lime slakers, sugar handling system baghouses, and lime kiln
building baghouse be removed from the permits. TASCO requests that a single source
test showing compliance with applicable requirements should suffice for the permit

term.

Response 1o 52; The Department concurs with this comment and has modified these terms accordingly in the
Tier i and Tier | permits.
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Comment 53; Compliance Schedule Reporting Requirements

TASCO submitted a comment indicating that there Is no requirement within the Rules
to notify EPA upon completion or delay of compliance tasks containing in the
compliance schedule. This requirement is contained in Permit Conditions 14.3.5,
14.4.4, 14.5.3, 14.8.2, 14.7.2, and 14.8.3 of the draft Tier | permit.

Response 1053  The Department concurs with TASCO that the Rules do not explicitly require EPA nofitication:
therefore, these provisions have been removed from the draft Tier | permit. Mowever, the
reports and notifications submitted to the Department will be made avallable to EPA upon

request.
Comment 54; Miscellaneous Permit and Technical Memorandum Language and Numbering

TASCO submitted several comments noting miscellaneous errors and typographical
mistakes within the permits. TASCO also suggested some minor language changes
within the permit and technical memorandum for the purpose of clarity.

- Responseto54:  The Department concurs with TASCO; therefore the suggestions submitted havebeen =~
incorporated into the permit and ‘technical memorandum where appropriate. The reference
errors in the permit have also been corrected.,
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ATTACHMENT NO. 1
Technical Review of Revised Modeling Analysis
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MEMORANDUM

.TO: . Steve Ogle, Idaho State Office of Technical Services

FROM: George J. Schewe, CCM, QEP, Air Quality Meteorologist under Contract C136
Julie Wagner, EIT, Air Quality Modeler under Contract C136

SUBJECT:  Air Dispersion Modeling Review for the TASCO Facility Located in Nampa, Idaho
including Proposed Fugitive Dust Source Modifications’

DATE: September 27, 2002

ce: Mary Anderson Mode!mg Cocrdmator Air Qua!zty Dms&on

At your request, Environmental Quality Management, Inc. (EQ) under Contract No C136 has
reviewed a Seplember 12, 2002 dispersion modeling iletter from Mr, Eric Albright (MFG. Inc.) to
Mr. Joe Huff {The Amalgemated Sugar Company - TASCOQ). The purpose of the letter was to
document changes made to the air quality modeling deveioped in support of the Tier If permit
application submitted by TASCO to DEQ. The changes to the modeling were based on revised
emission faclors for coal unioading (Source Nos. FD, dryer unioading location and FO4,
storage unloading iocation} and revised seasonal distributions of caai unioading (FDQ end F04)

and beet hauling (FOT7).

The review was conducted in three steps: 1) emissions and seasonal factors, 2) model input
confirmation, and 3) confirmation of modeling results.

Emissions and Seasonal Factors

The seasonai redistribution of operations affecting beet hauling and coal unloading was

* provided by TASCO io MFG. This distibution iooks reasonable based on other operations and
discussions reviewed previously Tor the facility. The emission factors selected for use Yor coal
unloading appear to have been selecled appropriately and applied correctly. The emission
factor of 0.000144 ib PMy, per ton of coal unloaded seems rather small but was consistent with
AP-42 emission faclor applications. The application of an additional 80 percent control for the
dryer univading iocation (FIDQ) due to wind screens and bottom unicading a!so is representative

of operations.
Mode# Input Confirmation

All files as provided by MFG for this revised modeling were reviewed. Three differences were
noted between what the letler reponi stated and what was in the input files,

1) The jong term FD@ emission rate was stated by MFG to be 7.56E-4 Ib/h which
included the  80% control but the modeling files had only % of that value at 3.78E-4

2) The letter stated that the 80% control was applicable to FD9 but no mention of the
same effect due to wind screens or bottom unioading were noted for FO4. The MFG




long-term and shori-term model input files took the 80% credit for FO4 and used 7.56E-
4 Ib/h which should have been 3.78E-3 ib/h {no control).
3) One other input that was questionable was the use of a 10m height of the
meteorological data. Data procured from the National Data Climatic Center confirmed
that the anemometer ad wind vane height at the Boise Airport for the period of record

was 6.1m {2Cft).

Modeling performed to confirm the TASCO revised concentration estimates revealed that the
two points made above were moot in terms of overall impact {(due to the apparent ms:gmﬁcance

of the two sources in guestions),
Confirmation of Modeling Resuits

Dispersion modeling was performed in two ways to confirm the resuits presented by MFG in the
September 12, 2002 letter t0 Joe Hulf, The first way was 1o take the identical files provided by
MFG and run them with the ISCST3-Prime Model. This resulted in the exact same resulls as.
obtained by MFG. The same MFG files were rerun in iISCS8T3-Prime but correcting the FD9
emission rate to 7.56E-4 ib/h and the FO4 emission ate to 3.78E-2 b/h in the long-term run. No
differences in the modeled concentrations were noted, The same change was made to FO4 in
the shori-term runs with no differences in modeled concentrations for the MFG analysis.

The second confirmational modeling ansalysis used the independent modeling performed in the
previous modei evaluation by EQ (memorandum to Steve Ogle dated July 11, 2002)as a
starting point. The changes as stated in the MFG revised modeling were input to the ISCST3-
Prime Model {inciuding the differences as noted herein under Model input Confirmation). For
the long-term averages, the EQ PM,, concentrations were about 1 ug/m® less than ihe MFG
analysis. For the shori-lerm impacts, the EQ modeling yielded results about 4 ug/m?® less than
the MFG analysis. These differences are due to a number of slight inconsistencies between the
EQ and MFG model setup and include differences in receptor grids’ and considered the fact that
MFG used an incorrect anemometer/vane height {as noted above),

The conclusion concerning the validity of MFG's modeling is that even though a few minor errors.
were detected, the coincidental modeling perférmed by EG o behalf of DEQ confirmed the
modeling resulls show compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for PM,,
Thus, the September 12, 2002 modeling documentation and associated revised mudeling are

acceptabie.
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